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REMARKS 

This paper is presented in response lo the Office Action, Ity this paper, claims 1-2, 12-14, 18-24 
and 26-29 arc canceled, ehims 3-Ui 16-17 nnd 25 are amended, and new claims 30-33 are added. Claims 
3*1 1, 15-17, 25 nnd 30-33 are now pending in view of the aforementioned cancellations and new claims. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the above amendments to 
tins c Li ims and the following remarks. For the convenience and reference of the Examiner, tine remarks of 
Applicant are presented in the order in which the corresponding issues were raised in the Office Action. 

I- Gen e r al Con i sid e rat ions 

Applicant notes that the remarks and amendments presented herein have been made merely to 
clarify the claimed embodiments from elements purported by the Examiner to be taught by the cited 
references. Swell remaiks, or a lack of remarks, and amendments arc not intended to constitute, and 
should not be construed as, an acquiescence, on the part of the Applicant: as to the purported teachings or 
prior ail status of Ihc cited references; as to the characterization of the cited references advanced by ihe 
Examiner; or as to any other assertions, allegations or characterizations made by the Examiner at any time 
in this case, Applicant reserves the right to challenge the purported teaching and prior art status of the 
oiled references at any appropriate time. 

In addition, the remarks herein do not constitute, nor are they intended to be, an exhaustive 
enumeration of the distinctions between any cited references and the claimed invention. Rather, the 
distinctions identified and discussed herein are presented solely by way of example. Consistent with the 
foregoing, the discussion herein is not intended, and should not be construed, to prejudice or foreclose 
contemporaneous or future consideration, by Hie Applicant, of additional or alternative distinctions 
between the claims of the present application and the references cited by die Examiner, and/or the merits 
of additional or alternative arguments. 

II. Objection to Claims 12, 23 nnd 20 

The Examiner has objected to claims 12, 23 and 29 on various grounds. In view of the fact that 
those claims have been canceled herein, Applicant submits that the objection is moot and should be 
withdrawn. 

Ill- Rejection of Claims under 35 1J.S.C. g 102 

Applicant respectfully notes that a claim is anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a), (b), or (e) only if 
each and every clement as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single 
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: prior art reference, Further, the identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained m the 
claim, Finally, (he elements must be arranged as required by the claim. MPkJ* § 2131. 

A, rejection of claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 9 ami 10 based ou TJS 6,333,969 

The Hxnraincr has rejected claims \ , 2, 4, 7, 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by US 

• 6^333,969 loKujirairAV/mn. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant notes at the outset that claims 1 and 2 have been canceled by this paper. Accordingly, the 
' rejection of those claims is moot and should be withdrawn. 

'Hie Hxnmmer lus indicated that ckiim 3, from which claims 4, 7, 9 and 10 depend, would be 
-allowable if rewritten to include all the limitations of the ba.se claim and any intervening claims. By tins 
paper, Applicant Im amended claim 3 in the manner suggested by the Examiner and, accordingly, claim 3 is 
believed to be in allowable condition fnasmuch as claims 4, 7, 9 and 10 depend from claim 3, claims 4, 7, 9 
and 1 0 arc likewise believed lo be in allowable condition and, accordingly, the rejection of claims 4, 7, 9 and 

• 10 should be wilhdrawn. 

B. rejection of claims 1, 2, 5, 6 and 8 based on US 6,356,619 

'Hie Rxftmincr has rejected claims 1 , 2, 4, 7, 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by US 
; 6,356,61 9 to Nagy CM/ft'"). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant notes at the outlet that claims 1 and 2 have been canceled by this paper. Accordingly, the 
rejec tion of those claims is mooL and should be withdrawn. 
: The Examiner his indicted that claim 3, from which claims 5, 6 and 8 depend, would be allowable 

if rewritten to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. By this paper, 
. Applicant has amended claim 3 in the manner suggested by the Examiner and, accordingly, claim 3 is 
believed to he in allowable condition. Inasmuch as claims 5, 6 and S depend from claim 3, claims 5, 6 and S 
! are likewise believed to be in allowable condition and, accordingly, the rejection of claims 5, 6 and 8 should 

be wilhdiawn. 

C- rejection of claims 1 1-22 based on JP 402239555 

'ITie Examiner has rejected claims 11-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by JP 402239555 
! ' to HowkawaCV/awAwtrtJ 1 *)- Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant notes at tl>c outset that claims 12-14 and 18-22 have been canceled by this paper. 
Accordingly, the rejection of those claims is moot and should be withdrawn. 

With regard first to independent claim 11, Applicant has amended that claim herein to recite "a 
• | . • lilailK-nl disposed substantially within the slot, the filament taking one of the following forms: a helically 
i ' wound wire configured such that a diameter of the filament varies along a longitudinal axis defined by the 
filnmcut, the variances in diameter being substantially symmetrically arranged with respect to a 
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predetermined location on the longitudinal axis; a helically wound wire whose pitch varies along a 
longitudinal axis defined by the filament, the variances in pitch being substantially symmetrically 
ai ranged with respect to a predetermined location on the longitudinal axis; and a helically wound wire 
whose diamc-lcr varies along a longitudinal axis defined by the filament, the variances in diameter being 
substantially symmetrically arranged with respect to a predetermined location on the longitudinal axis." 
Support for this amendment can be found in the specification at, for example, Figures 5a - 7b. 

However, the Examiner has not established that Hosokawa, or any oiher cited reference, tenches 
or suggests ihc claimed filament configurations. For example, as presently understood, Figure 6 of 
tfoynkawa appears to be concerned with asymmetric variances in a filament geometry. 

In light of the foregoing discussion, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not 
established that Hosakawa anticipates claim 11, at least because the Examiner has not established that 
each and every element fls.set.fojlh in clairn_n is found in Hosakawa, and because die Examiner has not 
established that the identical invention is shown in Hosakawa in as complete detail as is contained in claim 
11. Applicant thus respectfully submits that the rejection of claim 11, as well as the rejection of 
couttsponding dependent claims 15 and 16, should be withdrawn. 

Turning now to independent claim 17, Applicant notes that the rejection of claims 17-22 is based in 
part upon an allegation that Hasokawv discloses "... wherein varying the rale at which electrons are emitted 
complies varying an electrical field strength in selected areas proximate the filament; and wherein varying 
the rale at which electi ons are emitted comprises heating the filament in such a way that some portions of ihc 
filament an: at a relatively higher lompcralure than other portions of the filament." However, the Examiner 
has failed to cite any portion ufllpsokawa whatsoever in support of this assertion. 

In light of the foregoing discussion, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not 
established that Hosakawa anticipates claim 17, at least because the Hxamjner has not established that 



each and every element as set fori h in claim 17 is found in Hosakawa* and because the Examiner has not 
established tlial the identical invention is shown in Hosakawa in as complete detail as is contained in claim 
1 7. Applicant thus respectfully submits that the rejection of claim 17 should be withdrawn. 
l>> rejection of claims 23, 24 and 26 based on US 2,479,193 

The Examiner has rejected claims 23, 24 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by US 
2,479,193 to Zabel ( < 7^u'/ > '). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant notes lliat claims 23, 24 and 26 have been canceled by this paper. Accordingly, ihe 
rejection of those claims is moot and should be withdrawn. 
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E. rejection of claim* 27-29 based on US 4,894,853 

The Examiner has rejected claims 23, 24 mid 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by US 
4,894,853 1o Dowd C fc ZWfT), Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant notes that claims 27-29 have been canceled by this paper. Accordingly, the rejection of 
those claims is moot and should be withdrawn. 

IV. Allowable Siihjcc tMattftf 

Applicant acknowledges with thanks the indication of the Examiner that claims 3 and 25 would 
be allowable if rewritten to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, and 
Applicant also wishes to thank the lixamincr for the careful review of those claims. 

Applicant submits the following comments concerning the Examiner's statements of reason? for 
die indication of allowable subject matter in the Office Action. In general, Applicant agrees with the 
lixaminor that iho inventions to which claims 3 and 25 arc directed arc patentable over the cited 
rcfcicnccs, but respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statement of reasons for allowance as set forth 
in the Office Action. 

Particularly, Applicant submits that it is improper to characterize a single limitation, or subscL of 
limitations, as constituting the basis for allowance of a claim. Raliier, the patentability of a claim js 
proper ly d cliwrined with reference to the claim as a whole . Accordingly, Applicant docs not concede 
that the reasons for allowable subject matter given by the Examiner are the only reasons that make, or 
would make, the claim allowable and Applicant docs not make any admission or concession concerning 
the Examiner's statements in the Office Action concerning the allowability of claims 3 and 25 in view of 
the cited references. 

V, New Cla ims 30-33 

.By this paper, Applicant has added new dependent claims 30-33. Inasmuch as claims 30-32 
depend from claim 3, believed to be in allowable condition for at least the reasons set forth herein, claims 
30-32 lire likewise believed to be in allowable condition. 

Further, claim 33 depends from claim 1 1 and, accordingly, claim 33 is believed to be in allowable 
condition for at least the reasons set forth herein. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the remarks submitted herein^ Applicant respectfully submits that each of the pending 
claims 3-11, 15-17, 25 and 30-33 is in condition for allowance. Therefore, reconsideration of the 
rejections is requested and allowance of those claims is respectfully solicited. In the event that the 
Hxnmincr finds any remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this application (hat could be 
clarified in n telephonic interview, the Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate the same with the 
undersigned ultw ney. 
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